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DETAILED ACTION 
Remarks/Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicants argunnents, with respect to clainns 1 - 30, filed November 01 , 
2004 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive for the following 
reasons. 

Applicants add new claims 27 - 30. 

This Office Action is consistent with Office Actions of January 2, 2004, 
May 18, 2004, June 30, 2004 and telephone interview of June 8, 2004. There are 
no new references introduced. Claims 27 - 30 include limitations "intra- table 
referential integrity" that was not originally presented in the claim language. This 
claim limitation is not consistent with the specification as defined by the 
applicants in the present arguments/remarks of November 1 , 2004. See remarks 
section of this Office Action. Therefore, last Office Actions are proper which are 
hereby incorporated in this Office Action. 

Remarks 

2. Applicants introduced "intra-table referential integrity" in the newly added 
claims 27 - 30. This limitation was not previously presented or defined within the 
original claims presented. 

Applicants in the current remarks/arguments on page 9, paragraph 2 
defines intra-table referential integrity as "the term used for the disclosed concept 
within the title of the application". Applicants further state on page 1 1 , paragraph 
3, "As an example of intra-table referential integrity (often called intra-table record 
association in the specification) as noted at page 8, lines 14 - 28". 
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Examiner hereby object to this term "intra-table referential integrity" within 
the claim limitations since examiner does not see where "intra-table referential 
integrity" is often called "intra-table record associations" on page 8, lines 14-28 
in the specification as stated by the applicants. Examiner also object to this term 
"intra-table referential integrity" within the claims since this term is only used 
within the title as a "concept" as disclosed by the applicants instead of being 
used for useful, concrete and tangible result: 

The claimed invention as a whole nr)ust accomplish a practical application. That is. it must 
produce a "useful, concrete and tangible result." State Street, 149 F.3d at 1373, 47 
USPQ2d at 1601-02. The purpose of this requirement is to limit patent protection to 
inventions that possess a certain level of "real world" value, as opposed to subject matter 
that represents nothing more than an idea or concept, or is simply a starting point for 
future investigation or research (Brenner v. Manson, 383 U.S. 519, 528-36, 148 
USPQ 689, 693-96); In re Ziegler, 992, F.2d 1197, 1200-03, 26 USPQ2d 1600, 
1603-06 (Fed. Cir. 1993)). Accordingly, a complete disclosure should contain some 
indication of the practical application for the claimed invention, i.e., why the applicant 
believes the claimed invention is useful. 

Since intra-table referential integrity was not originally defined in the 

specification or claims, other than being used as a concept within the title, 
examiner needs a clarification or explicit definition of intra-table referential 
integrity in the response to this Office Action. 



3. Applicants argue: 

(a) Flake, however, makes no reference that associations are to be made 
within a SINGLE RDMS table (Page 15, Para 1). 

(b) Flake fails to teach, "associated records within a single RDBMS table are 
selectively purged" (page 16, paragraph 1). 

(c) Flake provides no teachings relating to intra-table record associations 
(page 16, paragraph 1). 
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(d) Vijaykumar provides no teaching regarding "disassociating selected 
records from a set or association defined for a single table (intra-table referential 
integrity -novel)" (page 17, paragraph 2). 

Regarding argument (a): Flake states association between queues (column 8, 
lines 40 - 43). Flake defines queues as a working list (column 8, lines 36 - 38). 
One of ordinary skill in the art knows that list is a table; therefore, Flake 
suggested the associating said plurality of records as a set within said single 
table, (see column 8, lines 33 - 67). 

Regarding argument (b): Examiner does not see this limitation in claims 1,19 
and other independent claims; However, Flake discloses responsive to triggering 
condition as shown in column 8, lines 43 - 47. Flake also discloses removing or 
selectively purging non-identified related records of said set from single table as 
shown in column 1 4, lines 45 - 49 and column 1 5, lines 8-15). 

Regarding argument (c): Examiner does not see the claim limitation "relating 
to intra-table records" in claims 1,19 and other independent claims. However, 
applicants state on page 1 1 , lines 24 - 26 of the specification that the invention is 
not so limited to using a particular mechanism for identifying intra-table record 
association. Accordingly, any suitable method could be used. As state in the 
response to argument (a), Flake teaches association between tables as 
disclosed in (column 8, lines 36 - 38). 
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Regarding argument (d): Please see Remarks section above. Applicants have 
not explicitly defines intra-table referential integrity. Vijaykumar teaches 
disassociating as shown in column 9, lines 54 - 67). 

4. In view of the above, the examiner contends that all limitations as recited 
in the claims have been addressed in this Office Action. For the above reasons, 
Examiner believed that rejection of the last Office action was proper. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering 
patentability of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that 
the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the time any 
inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 
Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor 
and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a 
later invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 
35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a). 
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6. Claims 1 - 4, 7 - 1 1 , 1 3 - 1 6, 1 8, 1 9 - 22, and 25 - 26 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over USPN 5,978,770 issued to 
Waytena et a! (Hereinafter "Waytena") in view of USPN 5,832,451 issued 
to Flake et a! (hereinafter "Flake"). 

Regarding claims 1 and 19, Waytena teaches in a relational database 
management system (RDBMS), a method of processing related records 
comprising: 

receiving a plurality of related records (see Fig.2D and column 10, lines 4 

-20); 

inserting said plurality of related records into a single table of an RDBMS 
(see column 10, lines 63 - 67 and column 23, lines 40 - 67); and 

responsive to a triggering condition, selectively purging particular related 
records of said set from said single table (see column 3, lines 23 - 37). 

Waytena does not explicitly teach associating said plurality of related 
records as a set within said single table using a published function of said 
RDBMS; and 

responsive to a triggering condition that identifies at least one of plurality 
of related records, selectively purging non-identified related records of said set 
from single table. 

Flake teaches associating said plurality of related records as a set within 
said single table using a published function of said RDBMS (see column 8, lines 
33 - 67); and 
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responsive to a triggering condition that identifies at least one of plurality 
of related records (see column 8, lines 43 - 47), selectively purging non-identified 
related records of said set from single table (see column 13, line 60 through 
column 14, line 49). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing 
art at the time of the present invention to combine teaching of the cited 
references because Flakes's teaching of responsive to a triggering condition that 
identifies at least one of plurality of related records" would have allowed 
Waytena's system to maintain information retrieved from a plurality of computer 
reservation systems, in relation database. In response to a customer's request, 
the system automatically retrieves, and displays for decision-making all pertinent 
information retrieved from customer's business entity profile as suggested by 
Flakes at column 2, lines 18-25. 

Regarding claims 2 and 20, Flakes teaches wherein the triggering 
condition identifies at least one of said plurality of related records and said 
purging step purges non-identified related records of said set (see 8, lines 33 - 
47, and column 13, line 60 - column 14, lines 49). 

Regarding claims 3 and 21, Waytena teaches wherein said purging step 
purges each one of said plurality of related records (see column 3, lines 23 - 27). 
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Regarding claims 4 and 22, Waytena teaches wlierein said table includes 
a data type for specifying said plurality of related records and said associating 
step further comprises assigning to each one of said plurality of related records a 
common identifier conforming with said data type, wherein said common 
identifier is unique to said set (see column 10, lines 21 - 30). 

Regarding claims 7 and 25, Flake teaches said associating step further 
comprising: 

associating selected records of said set as a subset wherein said 
particular related records of said purging step include at least one selected 
record of said subset (see column 8, lines 33 - 67 and column 9, lines 1-18). 

Regarding claims 8 and 26, Waytena teaches in a relational database 
management system (RDBMS), a method of processing related records 
comprising: 

receiving a plurality of related records (see Fig.2D and column 10, lines 4 

-20); 

inserting said plurality of related records into a single table of an RDBMS 
(see column 10, lines 63 - 67 and column 23, lines 40 - 67); and 

Waytena does not explicitly teach associating said plurality of related 
records as a set within said single table, wherein each one of said plurality of 
related records is assigned a common identifier unique to said set which 
conforms to a data type in said table for associating said plurality of related 
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records and responsive to a triggering condition identifying at least one of said 
plurality of related records, selectively purging particular non-identified related 
records of said set. 

Flake teaches associating said plurality of related records as a set within 
said single table, wherein each one of said plurality of related records is assigned 
a common identifier unique to said set which conforms to a data type in said 
table for associating said plurality of related records (see column 8, lines 33 - 
67). 

responsive to a triggering condition that identifies at least one of plurality 
of related records (see column 8, lines 43 - 47), selectively purging non-identified 
related records of said set from single table (see column 13, line 60 through 
column 14, line 49). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing 
art at the time of the present invention to combine teaching of the cited 
references because Flakes's teaching of responsive to a triggering condition that 
identifies at least one of plurality of related records" would have allowed 
Waytena's system to maintain information retrieved from a plurality of computer 
reservation systems, in relation database. In response to a customer's request, 
the system automatically retrieves, and displays for decision-making all pertinent 
information retrieved from customer's business entity profile as suggested by 
Flakes at column 2, lines 18-25. 
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Regarding claims 9 and 14, Waytena teaches a relational database 
management system (RDBMS), comprising: 

a purge record set processor for purging selected ones of said record set 
in said table responsive to a triggering condition (see column 3, lines 23 - 37). 

Waytena does not explicitly teach a table for storing a plurality of records 
wherein particular ones of said plurality of records are related; an associate 
record set processor for associating said related ones of said plurality of records 
with one another as a record set within said table; and a second pre-defined 
table within said RDBMS for maintaining associations of said related ones of said 
plurality of records within said table as said record set. 

Flake teaches a table for storing a plurality of records wherein particular 
ones of said plurality of records are related (see column 8, lines 49 - 55); 

an associate record set processor for associating said related ones of said 
plurality of records with one another as a record set within said table (see column 
8, lines 33 -67); and 

a second pre-defined table within said RDBMS for maintaining 
associations of said related ones of said plurality of records within said table as 
said record set (see column 14, line 58 through column 15, line 2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing 
art at the time of the present invention to combine teaching of the cited 
references because Flakes's teaching of responsive to a triggering condition that 
identifies at least one of plurality of related records" would have allowed 
Waytena's system to maintain information retrieved from a plurality of computer 
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reservation systems, in relation database. In response to a customer's request, 
the system automatically retrieves, and displays for decision-making all pertinent 
information retrieved from customer's business entity profile as suggested by 
Flakes at column 2, lines 18-25. 

Regarding claim 10, Flake teaches a second pre-defined table within said 
RDBMS for maintaining associations of said related ones of said plurality of 
records within said table (see column 14, line 58 thru column 15, line 2). 

Regarding claims 1 1 and 16, Flake teaches said identifier is a data type 
(see column 8, lines 52 - 53). 

Regarding claims 13 and 18, Waytena teaches said purge record set 
function deletes records linked to said purged records throughout said RDBMS 
(see column 3, lines 23 - 27). 

Regarding claim 15, Flake teaches said pre-defined table includes an 
identifier for specifying related ones of said plurality of records (see column 8, 
lines 51 - 55). 

7. Claims 5. 6, 12, 17, 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Waytena in view of Flake and further in view of 
USPN 5,499,359 issued to Narayanan Vijaykumar (hereinafter 
"Vijaykumar''), 
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Regarding claims 5, 12, 17, 23, and 27 - 30 Waytena and Flake disclose the 
claimed subject matter as discussed in claims 1,9 14 and 19 respectively. 

Waytena or Flake does not explicitly teach disassociating selected records 
from said set responsive to a triggering condition. 

Vijaykumar teaches disassociating selected records from said set 
responsive to a triggering condition (see column 9, lines 54 - 67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing 
art at the time of the present invention to combine teaching of the cited 
references because Vijaykumar's teaching of "disassociating selected records 
from said set responsive to a triggering condition" would have allowed Waytena 
and Flake's system to maintain integrity between data tables. The system would 
include a preferred interface for defining referential integrity links between data 
tables as suggested by Vijaykumar at column 3, lines 25 - 40. 

Regarding claims 6 and 24, Vijaykumar teaches deleting throughout said 
RDBMS, records linked to said purged records using referential integrity rules 
(see column 1 7, lines 55 - 67). 

Regarding claims 27 and 28, Vijaykumar teaches wherein the associating 
step establishes an intra-table referential integrity among said related records, 
and wherein the intra-table referential integrity results in the purging step (see 
column 9, lines 35 - 67 and column 13, lines 46 - 60). 
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Regarding claims 29 and 30, Vijaykumar teaches wherein the associate 
record set processor establishes intra-table referential integrity among said 
related records, and wherein the intra-table referential integrity causes the purge 
record set processor to purge the selected ones of the records responsive to the 
triggering condition (see column 9, lines 35 - 67 and column 1 3, lines 46 - 60). 

Conclusion 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection 
presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 
See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action Is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply Is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action Is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Fred I. Ehichioya whose telephone number is 
571-272-4034. The examiner can normally be reached on M - F 8:00 AM to 4:30 
PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, John E. Breene can be reached on 571-272-4107. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 

Fred I. Ehichioya 
Patent Examiner 

Art Unit 21 62 , . ^ 



January 28, 2005 




